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TOWARD A PRODUCT-FREE 
, ;. PROCESS ANALYSIS 



X)F TEACHING 



I. Introduction to the Problem, 
* * * f 

One of the continuing problems in the study of teaching is 

that of establishing an ontologlcal locus standi from \^ich vari-^ 

I 

ous kinds of pedagogical inquiries can be conducted. Several of 

/ 

what have come to be called '^paradigms" for research on teaching 
are currently being discussed. It sterns that more and more research- 
ers are becoming concerned with what constitutes an adequate frame- ^ 
Oork for pedagogical theorizing. These frameworks are also basic 
to the evaluation of instruction. How one conceives of teaching 
will obviously be a major factor in how one attempts to evaluate 
it. no^eo^er one's conception of teaching will delimit the kinds 
of ethical or moral questions one would consider relevant to the 
practice of teaching. All this Is tp say that one would expect 
.that each ontological locus standi for' teaching will give rise " ' * 

to an approach or strategy, for: (^i) the conduct of research on* 
teaching; (b) the evaluation of teaching; and (c) the determination 
of the ethical issues considered important for teaching. 

-But how shall achieve an adequate ontological fraii^ework 
for these efforts? Questions like this continue to be of great ^ 

interest to philosophers o'f science. Kuhn, Popper, Scheffler, 

\ . 

Toultnan^ inter alios » have giveij penetrating accounts of the- > . * 
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growth of knowledge and its iheajilng for further cogiA^pive thought. ^ 
Any serious efforts at solving the above question should it seems 
be informed by the arguments found in this philosophic literature^- 
though of course the degree which ^^e should draw upon it will 

be controversial. Thes,e efforts should also be awftre bf our expar-; 

- ^ >* 

iehce with any given oncological framework. This .experience wiJ 
probably enter in the form of what practiced and reflective incit- 
ers haVe to say aboul the framework t^ey take to be in use. 

This paper attempts, after a brief revie^j^of relevant hj^ck- 

ground sources, to construct a framework for the analysis c^f teaching, 

^ ' ' ' ^ - / 

whether fgr purposes of research', evaluation, or moral induiry, 

which is a reasonable alternative to the present situation. What 

wii^ be sought is in effect a noncBusal account of teachingJ^ 

kn analysis of teaching which originates with a conception of teaching 

as a totality and then proceeds to establish its elements To> 

jsiy knowledge,* such an approach has never been explicitly formulated. 

II. The pausal Strategy in Research on Teaching 

Research on teaching i4 dominated by the causal strategy-: 

That is, what one seeks in the Analysis of teaching are those teacher 

characteristics which can be established as causally reactive in . v 

producing student achievement. If we know what kind of student growth 

or * achievement we want, we then accordl^ng to the causal approach 

fqok for teacher propefrti^ oSc^variables which are capable of produc^ 

ing, in a causa^n sense, these kinds of student growth. # To be 

t 

■ ■ • , 1 . 
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scientific in the study of teaching has historically been seen 

as the searching for causes. * It Is common sense, for many researchers 

to see teacher, characteristics as tl^e independent variables of 

research and stucfent achievement charac^terlstics as the dependent 

variables. 

Thia^^paradigm or strategic for research on peaching seems 

i • 

to have reached its more precise explication with Rosenshine* Such • 
research requires four steps ^ - ^' . \* 

(1) the development of^an instrimient which can be uaed systemat- 
ically to record *the frequency of certain specified teaching 
behavibrs 

(2) use'^of the instnment to record classroom behavior? of 
teachers and their pupils , * 

(3) *a ranging of the classrooms according to a measure of ,pupll 
achievement adjusted for initial difference among tfie^ classes 

, (4) a determination of the behaviors whose frequency of occurence 
•is related'^to adjusted iclass achievemertt sco|:es. 

i - 

As Doyle views this strategy, ^ich be calls ,the "ProtesiS- 
Product Paradigm," it rests upon several assumptions: K.!) teacher 
effects are stable acros^^ime; (2) teacher effects are ^eneraliz- 
able across settings — studen-fcs, subject matter, .class size, type 
of learning- outcomes, etc,; (3) frequency of teacher behvavior 
is the most significant aspect of teaching; (4) the causal direction 
is from teacher to student, i.e.," Influencing flows from the* 
teacher and is realized upon the student. 

N • 

It is impossible, if these assumptions constitute the paradigm 
* in Kuhn's sense of 'paradi^', to test directly these 'assumptions 
^ as if they were .siaply hypotheses- Paradigr^s of paradigmatic 
assumptions cannot be so ^directly evaluat^ed. . If data do not turn'^ 
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out the way we want we do jjot question the paraBigm-Twhile working 
^ within it; rather, we question our data collection and/or generation 

» 

methods. Only after a long history of failure, do we begin to question 
our assumption. A crisis develops, as Kuhn sees It, which leads'*^ 
to a paradigm shift. Many people now believe that the prpduct- 
process paradigm and its generated causal strategy is in a state of \ 
crisis. Ae learit these seems to be a good deal of disappointment 
associated with the strategy, . • - ^ 

Doyle discusses two alternatives to the product-process paradigm: 
the student mediating process panadigm and the culture-6f-the 
school paradigm. The former investigates the responses. of the student 
which are used by the student inrthe learning process itself. This 
paradigm places the student response between teacher behavior and 
Student -outcomes thus rendering tiife paradigm more complex than the 
process-product paradigm. The culture-of-the-^chool paradi^ 
prescribes th^ study of the school situation as a complete system. 

Such "sociolog'lcal analyses" are coneerned with what students and 

■■ , . 

teachers do, i.e.'^, what are the rules of the game? 



The student mediating process paradigm is based upon a cau^l 

\ 

conception of the teaching process, ^as is the productf process para- ' 

X ^ , ■ 

digm. The difference between. the two is to be found in how many 

"stations" -there are in the line of cassation. ' 

* 

The culture-of-the-school pairadlgm, ofi the other hand, does 
not base itself upon causal direction. Through its '^eapch "for the 
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rules the gan^ it avoids sorting out tjie variables of concern 

into independent and dependent, -The difficulty with this approach 

is that it fgdls to take seriously the 'dexsarcation problem. What 
• • • * • 

is studied is the classroom or the school Good instants of 
teaching are considered* oh a par with any other teaq^ilng. One cannot 
be certain of the consequences of this paradigm; but there does 
seem to be some a priori grounds for doubting Lts productivity. 

/ y 

III. MaxweM's Metamethodology , 

j ■ ■ • ■ r 

On the heels of my concetn with the problem of paradigm chpice 

# ' 

presented for educational inquiry by Kuhn's thesis about the devel- 

opment of science > Nicholas Maxwell presented ap account of what 

he calls aim-oriented empiricism and claims that it poses a sdlu- 

4 

tion to the! Kuhnian problem. Maxwell's analysis is of importance 
for it provides a way of seeing some of what is involved in researxit) 

on teaching. ' . . 

* * 

* The di^iculty with Kuhn*s thesis is that it, according to ' • 
Maxwell, embraces standard empiricsm — the view thiat science cah 
be f^e of all metaphysical assulilptions. Hume showed the coiisequen- 
*tial skepticism of standard empiricsm, -which could not, as JIaxwell 
•^ees it I be saved by philoso)|irers from. Kant, .to the .present i Kuhn / 
can be seen as in effect restating Hume's t)roblem in the *^paradigm" 
language. For Maxwell, the attempts to suppress all metaphysical 
presuppositions also suppress the possibility of developing new 
theories in a rational manner, ^e offers an alternative account of 



paradigms or what he 2;alls "metaph^lcal blueprints**. The funda- 
mental prohlem for scl^tice at- any stage is the selection of the best 
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possible blueprint; this, however, is not an irrational prop 
as many consider kuhn to have' cla^lmed^ Ma|:well suggests four rules 

5 : • 

for making these decisions. These metamethodological or level 
three rules are ot obvious inte^^f/o^cause ^ey set out a mefihod 
for dealing with the problem o^ paradigm choice, 

(1) "Other 'things .being equal, choose that .^ijn; that blueprint, 

« 

which Is the most intelligible, simple, coherent, harmonious, explan- 
atory, unified, beautiful." V. 

(2) "If our science is meeting with great empirical success, then 

>' J ' * 

we ^e entitled to narrow bur blueprint, if we can^o ,it In a 
nonarbitrary way." 

(3) , "If our science is meeting with little or. no empirical success 
then we are entitled to broaden our blueprint." 

(4) "Other things being equal, choose that aim which gives the best 
a priori promise of leading Go an empirically successful research 
program^" 'A fifth rule for selecting a m^thodlogy of theory-acceptance 
is submitted; but it is not directly of interest here for, as* Maxwell 
note$, the methodology of theory-acceptance, depends upon the previous- 
ly selected aim or blueprint. No attempt will be made to provide x , 
Maxwell's justification or vindication foor these rules- 



Maxwell admits that- these rules may at times . conflict one 

with another, i "It is mof^ than likely tha,t the a priori Rules 1^ 

% . ■ • . ' f 
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anA 4^ will clash with the exDpiLrlcal Rules 2^ and 3^. . There Is 

^ ^ \ 

Q0f foolproof way of resolving such clashes. In attempting toMxaprove 

• ' • • ' / 

the hluepdnt "it will be extremely' Important to tak^ up hints and 

» • * 

^ • • • 

suggestions from the most emplflcally successful lines of research."^ 
This will usually require constructing a new blueprint which will 
allow the a priori and empirical rules to apply equally well, *thus 
removing the clash. ^ ' * 

■ ■ V - ■ ■ ■ . ■ 

According to ^e view being considered , the developmet\t of 
physlGS*Sy not as irrational as setae see Kuhn's theory suggesting. 
If one looks for the modification of ^e basic blueprint » one finds 
a progressive evolution of physlcs-^not non-cognitive floundering 
around. **In other wordiV ^ steady » rational continuity of development 

i 



is often discemalbe in science at the level of blueprints > where 



all Is discontinuity and revolution at the ^evel of theory." 

One way of t-estibg the blueprint thesis independently of ^e 
philosophic ar^um^t is to look for traces of it in another area 
of inquiry. I think that learning theory has recently and noticeably 

- h 

undergone such a progressive revision of blueprint. * Ndte that Jf 

am not claiming to be a histor:|.an of psychology or any other science, 

f 

but only, that anyone who has been concerned with current conceptioifs 

> ' ' « • 

of l\jjman naturl and who desires belief grown on evidence jcannot 

have missed t\i6 decline ^f a pat'adl^. As a way df getting ^t. f 

this modification in -the sp!S^ of Kuhn, one can lo3k-'^at the comments 

of several high office holders of the American Psychoiogical Association 



McKeachie argues that the behavlorlst *'la^\pf leading have 

fallen from preeminence in basic learning theoty and that in educa;- . 

tional learning and other. applications, must also dispose them 

9 

to a place ip more costplex structures." This is an application of 
rule (3)^ JIhe old blueprint omitted eleoents which seem necessary ' 
en empirical grounds* "If one hopes use reward or knowledge of 
results j:o affect huomn learning, hjp needs to know something about 
what expectancies of reward the learner brings to the situation, 
both in terms of the incentive value of t'he'' reward and the learner's 
estimate of the probability of achieving the reward. "^^ Cognitive 
elements must be added to the behaviorist paradigm. ^ 
y But why has behaviorism been such a hit with psychologists, 
teachers, and counselors? "The answer," McKeachie thinks, "lied 
in its simplidity. ^. • those who buy this approach find that the 
basit i4eas are simple to apply. and work often enough to maint^in^ 
their enthusiasm*."^^ If we ignore those non-professional psychol- 
ogists who have been sold a'theory, and foo^is uptsn serious cogni- . 
tive questions about the -learning process, it looks 'in* Maxwellian 
terms as, if rule (1) 'has been dominating the scene. McKeacHie's 
argument is that it) is.^t;ime to invoRe rule (3). 

/ Bandura has argued a similaj: case. "A survey- of the literature 
"on reinforcement confitms the extent^ to which we have become captives 
of 'a one--sided paradigm to map a bidirectional process* Environ- 
mental control i^s overstudied, whereas personal control has been 



• 12 f ^ 

relacdvely neglected." ■ Moreover, this, "goes coi^lderably beyond 

the conceptr of counterconttol. Again,, rule (3) is being invoHed. 

"Although the empirical i3sue is not yet completely resolved, there 

is little eyidence that rewards 'function as automatic strengtheners 

of human conduct. Behavior is not much affected hy' its conse- 

quences without awareness of what is being reinforced ."^^ Gogni^ 

. tive elements cannot empirically be omitted from the analysis of 

behavior as the b^havlorist j^radigm d^&ands* 

' Boneai! has also sougktf^tO/ wid^n the behavlorist view, but 

for reason^ more in lUne with rule "(4). He sees various highly ^ 

polished areas of ^psychology which should be organized l^o a 

coherent st^cturje. '^nill,e behaviorist approaches tend to Is^ly 

that behavior is under external control , as expressed in the wide^ 

spread use of the term st^ ^jnulus control , the decision-theory/lnf ornt* 

ation-processing approach, on the other hand, seems to Imply tWt 

behavior \s determined primarily by events within the organism 

and petmits behavior to be based on cc^nitive processes of various 

kinds. Moreover, this opens up, a pdss^ility, whiW traditional . 

behavior!? t thinking excluded, "of building a bridg^^betw^en such ^ 

areas as operant conditioning and information processixf^,, both 

of which have been developing in experimental psychorogy relatively 

' V 16 - ■ 

independently oi each other." , Boneau is goin^ for more th^an rule 

(1) simplicity, for he believes that "some obvious subsljantive ^ j* 
advances may fall quickly and simply out of fresh paradigms, or 
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cooqjlex formulations m^y^'^ecq^e simplified." The reference to ' 
simplicity is not rule (1) siioplicity, but rule. (4) f rui4:£ulAes8 . 

These vieWs of three psychologists,. two APA presidents and 
a director of APA programs and planning, providfe an initial warrant 
^or the claim th&t tKe metamethodologicar rules "which Maxwell, found 
at work in physics are also quite ^visible in psychology. * 

What does this metamethodology iwan for the. problem of estab-*^^ 
iishing a paradigm or blueprint for research on teaching? As ve. . 
have seen >in Sectlot) I, the process-product paradigm is under fire, 
for ijot delivering successful resul^;*and some researchers are 
turning away from it in search of an altemat;ive framework for 
their inquiries • This suggest that Maxwell/ senile 3 is applicable; 
s^ce we are having little, or no success empirically » the blueprint 
should be broadened; but we should do so in such a way as to maxi- 
mize simplicity (rule 1). and fruitfulness Xrule ^) . The .remainder* 
of this paper is concerned with how the procSs^-product paradigm 
may be so broadened. ' 
IV; Theories 6f Mind as Blueprints ^ 

There is tradition in philosophy of education which views 
the basic ontological perspective which we seek as being found in 

em 

theory of mind. Pai quptes Bode: 

• 

H(sw we teach is conditioned by what we assume the nature* 
of learning to be •..•As soon as we utidertaKe to create ♦ 
a special environinenX, in the form of a ^school for the 
special purpose/of promoting learning, >we becqme involved 
in. the question of what learning is. iOur cpnception 
of learning has a direct bearing on method.. It *also 



has a bearing pn educational alms or pb j et tlves b^axiSije ^ . ' 
K the. question of vbat learning dm tka be answered only « - 
In t«nns of what the plnd. Is; and our conce|)tion pi tbe. 
mind, in turnip wi-ll^ decl*de wlv»t we consider ^to be ^good" , 
for the Blind, in terms of ^ ^educatloniS. program. 

For Bode, ^onceptidns of mind ajire 4>rerequlBites for learning f 

(heor>[^ w^lch Is Ip turn a prerequisite for pedagogical theoj^y^' 

I think that Bode was r;^ght in His ordetlng but lalsleading ii^h£& 

representfitlQus in the rela^tionshlps involved. That is, il: is 

' ' ' ^ » ' \ 

hard to Ifelieve that one could justify a theory of teaching without 

r 

reference to a theory of learning; ftirthermore, it seems only logical 

that a conception of learning will be logically preceded by a 

.* ■-. • 

conoeptlon of mind:* , * 

^ ' . : ^ > . . •■ ^ 

. The^dif flculty in Bode^s statement stems from ' the fact that 

theory of mind and theory of lelimlng are temporal, peers. That 

is, th^se Inquiries should mutually feed each other. Neither 

seems to be completable ^without the fruits«of the other. This 

±s not to say that one could have a theory of learning independent 

of any commitments as to. a conception of mind. Thls'^as,^ J take 

it, Bode's point. - ^ 

1 want to go one step bolder and venture the dlaim or' hypothe* 

sis that philosphy of mind is, as an inquiry, the analysis 

and criticism of th^ metaphysical basis for learning theory. 

This ?eems particularly clear in Pai*s discussion of the relation- 

19 

ships between theory of mind and theory of learning. For 
ejfample. Broad's, Ewing's, and Ducasse^s defense of dualistic 
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ixiteractlonism 'see£ to be argments against rejecting this yj-ev 
^£ mind as a metaphysical framework for scientific exploration. ' 
Hor£Over, Skinner has long held- that hi^ 4>ehavlorlsm Is "a phiXos- 
osphy of scletace<i>" Wh^ he argues against Inclusion of/ anything 
meji^al in psychology ^ Jie Is obviotisly concerned with the mefaphys*-' 
leal basis of psychology. ^ « ' * 

It has not always been clear* within the philosophy ol^mdLnd 
literature or the psychological literature just which claims 
were logically necessary avA which were logically contingent « 
Maxwell's metameth^dological rules^ clarify, to the ^tent that 

^ « . . . , 

his thesis is valid, the role of logical and empirical data in 
20 

theee issues. 

• 4 - 1 

Philosophy of mind can clarify the metaphysical basis of. 
learning theory but it is .doubtful that It can provide such a 
basis for reserach otl teaching, ot^er than, provldingi <1) a 
Blueprint for thinking about stuudent goals and objectives; and^ 
(2) a vi^ of the teather qua learAer — how the teacher lear^ 
froffi^ teaching. In other words, I doubt Bode's claim that our 
views of learning "have a direct bearing- on rfathod." However 

we Interpret 'direct*, there is doubt that the gap between learning 

«< 

and teaching is to be bridged in any one straight-forward- way. 

It^s a mistake to take^ ^ priori , the blueprint for learning 
theory as the blueprint for teaching. Maxw^l war^s social scienctF 
against aping the methods of physical science, ^or, hfi holds that 



14 



their' level two methodologies will be quite iiif f etent due to 
their, different alns. But this raises a parallel warning for 
the study qf teaching! att^opting to ape th^ metlvi^iogy of 

* ^ * ' ' ' I 

psychology in the study of .teaching may be stultifying. * ^ 

Finally, the research in philosophy of education on the concept 

. ' ' • • • 

of teaching seems to parallel the research in the philospby of 

»mind. Whii^e it is often called "analysis" it is a kind of logico-^ 

ontological inquiry which seeks to delineate the concept of teaching. 

Ordinary usage is often appealed to as warrant for conclusions. ' 

Analysis of teaching in this vein produces'. con^rvative sesults. J 

How the term "teaching" is use^ In ordinary language "is not nearly 

as important as what empirical researchers are re^ondbly allowed 

to asstme. Newer e^orts in philsophy of education are bolder, ^ 

i.e. , past meanings of 'teaching' Vre, not seen -as limits to our 

creative' abilities* in constructing &t^d reconstructing'' our ideas 

about how people may go 'about .^promo ting the cognitiy^/af f ectiv^'. 

development of others. « • « ^ 

■ ■ • 't, 

V. Sources of an Alternative Paradigm 

* t 

How can we broaden the process-product strategy along 
the lin^s suggested' by "Maxwell's rules? What would it be like 
to give up the search for causes? Are there other types Of ' . 
analysed one could conduct of teaching. A causal analysis reasons 
from part of one whole to part of ai»othi^r whole: > pant of teaching 
is analyzed in temr^ of part' of learning]^ We think we know « 
the whole of learning through psychology ^nd our 



"b^ic philosophy" . the point of our ^method ±b to build the 
' wholfe for teaching. Sut what if we reverse this and begin with 



soi^ wholistic conception of teaching and then proceed to analyze 
thfe parts o| this whole? Is there any precedent for this in 



, ^,^y type o^/^nquiry? ' ^ 

The cluster theory of definitions in science asserts that for 
some scientific texms it is impossible to give the necessary 
and sufficient conditions for thA establishment of their extension. 

* * 

Oblong, sour, fellow, \ contains seeds, grows on trees, etc. 

are the cluster properties for defining * lemon'; hut these are 

not necessary and sufficient conditions. If «t discovered a * 

fruit which was .at matiirlty not yellow but green mnd was like 

a -lemon in all other ways we would, according to cluster theorists, 

call it a lemon as opposed to announcing the discovery of a new 

fruit. Yellow is a dispensible property though it is neverthe- ; 

■ ^ . . / • 

less a defining characteristic of lemon. A«hi nstein has fonnulatad 

the .methodology for analysis of this type of definition. This 



methodology offers a possible clue to how to fetudy te^hing in 

t 

non cause-effect ways. 

Necessary and Sufficient 
Condition View Cluster View 

Definition 



Hypothesis 



A 


B 


C 


D 
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The cluster theory 'of definitioiis (B) Is ^ alternative 
to the vl^Chat scientlflt defil^tionp should seC necessary and- 
, ' syifiiclent x:ondldLons' for tlie- us^ of terms (A) , It occurs to 
me tMt the process-product paradigm's search for independedr' 
(teacher) variables which are- necessary and sufficient for depend- 

* 

ent (student achievenaot) Variables. (C) has an alternative 'vhich* 
Is similiar to that for its parallel in definitions, i.e.^ a 
cluster view of hypotheses. Achinstein has set out the rules 
for cluster definitions. Can these rules >e used » to illuminate 
what one might think of as "cluster hypotheses"? Before attempt- 
ing to do so, we need a bit mdre wood for t;he fire. * 

Another source for an^ alternative is offered by P. G. Smith's 
diatinction between instrumental value and contributory value. 
Instrumental value is established causally. The link between 
means and ends is a .causal one. Throughout the InstrxjTCittal 
value theory literature the mearis/end relation was always assumed 
to be organic not analytic. A contributory relationship is, 
on the other hand," a r^ationship of the part to the -whole or 
totality. The part does not cause the totality— the whole is more 

9 

than the sum of its parts. Aa architect who sets out to design 
a. Gothic church has the concept'^ (totality) of Jothlcness in mind 
and seeks to constjruct an example or exemplification of the concept 
within the various limits of the wishes of his client. He knows 
what totality he seeks) but must select the parts to be used and 
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' . • . ' * . - n 

^et them in 911 affective relationship with each other. As 

• ■ ■ ■ ■« t 
.yillemain once wrdte, '. > 

When 8Cep3f doort posts^ etc** are conceived as symbols 
because their qualitative conseqxiences upcta^ each other 
add to . their objective,** it is>then possible to note 2he 
relationships and us« thea to institute the qualitative 
consequence^ that will conform to the quality* or form 
of a Roman ^ Gothic, or Colonial doorvay.^^ 

Each part o^ the doorway is . assessed in terms of Its contribution 

to the whole desired, sky a Gothi^ doorway. 

There is a notable difference between causal and contributory 
analyses. The former consider effects ^or which their causes 
are unknown, e.g., respiratory: cancer. The cause and effect ar^ 
independently definable and^measureablerr-indeed they musjt be to 
carry out s^uch analyses./ One may observe an effect without any 
trace of the cause being presen•^^ What is called the principle 
of the "plurality of causes" emphasizes this point. Contributory 
analyses, on' the other hand, differ in that the parts of the 
whole are observable within that whole or totality.^ The posts* 
and st:eps\?f which Villemain wrote are there to be studied in a 
way in which causes are not. Contributory analyses Ire a matter 
of extricating elements and relationships. 
'VI. ^ Alternative Strategy 

From these notions, I think an alternative conception of 
how i;e might go -about 'studying teaching can be formulated. The 
analysis of teaching based upon contributory thinking evaluates 
a proposed teachjsr characteristic in texms-^of its cbntribution 
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to a teaching totality. But what Is such a totality? What - 
takes the place in teaching that\Gothicness/* takes in architect 

• ture? ^e* there basic ^ener'^ abstract "f otns" in teaching? 

Harry Broudy has for some time written of three "dlstifjg- , 

• gul'shable types" of teaching i«hlch he names: didactics , heuris- 

tics, and philetics. Didactics is "any instruction in which 

the contents can be made explicit and in Which the criteria f<M: 

' 24 

successful learning are objective." Heuristics is a "type of 

teaching that proi^tes learning by discovery or by problea solving." 

* 

In philetic teachltig the teacher concentrates on "the emotional 

26 ' 

^adjiispsent of the pupil." Any given teadber characterl.stic 
may be important for one type of teaching and irrelevant to 
another. The te>:±niques of good lecturing are, relevant to didac- 
tical teaching but are inappropriate for the other vJo; or put 
differently, any given characteristic of teach^rs^^y contribut*^ 
more to one of Broudy 's types than another just as a certain ^ 
ddorvay may contribute more to one 4d.nd of architecture rather 
than another. 

I want to duck 'the question of whether Broudy has the 
right three, or how one' goes about discovering and justifying claims 
about forms of teaching. One need not be skeptical here, for the 

7 • 

same questions apply to archit^ture* We could in both c^ses 
imagine a Dewey-^type evolutionary account Of the emergence of 
distinct forms in both architecture and teaching. 
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\ . As I ha^ heard Philip 6. Sialth ^olnt 'out on* several occasions'p 

• f . • 1^'- 

In teackln^ we lack the '.'professional mode" of evalxiatipn fouhd 

Izr Other professions. In medicl^ jor^Jlaw we 4o ti^t Judge the 

competence of a professional solely by means of the ^client outcog^s* 

Ue beldbeve there are rules or standards for practice; these define* 

"staxjidard practice" and are appealed to in malpractice cases. 

In teaching ve have a long histor^^or experience with the 

profession. Standard ionns of practice have emerged. Of cour^ei 

this standard practice will" contain inuch error; that is the* trouble 

with conventiona|rvlsdom as opposed to tested wisdom. One task 

of "fesearch on teaching is to purge the mythology from standard 

I 

practice. It should be noted^ however^ that there is also stfme^ 
wisdom in the traditional ways of doing things 1 W^en student teachers 
ai(^ told to gp do something different — "^eriment" one wond^s 
what would happen if otheV professions did so as well. The trial 
and error teacher is a hack. Students sho^ild be protected from ^ 

them. ■ /"^O 

■J .t ' ^ . ^ 

But there is a kind of dxleama: on the one hand, we know 
standard practice is contaminated with error; on the other hand, 

* 

standar.d practice is the summary of human experience with the / 
' professional practice. How can we continue with what is good 
while removing what is bad? 

Broudy's types of teaching can be seen as aspects of ^t^andard 
practice which have filtered or sifted ou^ over the years. , Our 
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problem nov Is^o try to further refine these types so that the> 

^re more error f re^ in cOnc^t and their consequences ixpoQ students 

, ■ ' ' ' ' • . ' ' 

are ^re fully known. It is to the ^ethoddlog;^ ^|0the forssej? 

that we now t^fn* * ' 

' A teachifer charac teds tic is a relevant characteristic^, to 

■1/ . ' .\ - '. . • ^ ,, . 

some whole or totality (W) "if and only, if the fact' that an individual 

\* . . ^ 

'possesses C tends to count toward taking the it^dividual to be ^ 

an instance of that ^totality. The claim of reil-evance is^a claim 

■ - • 28 

that there exists a part to whole relationship. Achinstein> 

in analyzing cluster concepts, submits the notions of positiira and « 

%. 

negative relevance which are helpful here, cyiaracteristic C is 
positively relevant to totality W if and only if the fact that an„ 

' .... * 

i 

* individual (i) possesses C. tends to cd^nt more toward i^'s being 

an instance of W than the fact that 1^ lacks' £ tends to coxmt against 

i.'s being b«dng an instance of W. C is negatively relevant to^W 

if and only i^ the fact that i^- lacks C tends to ^couht more against 

taking it as a W than the fact that i^ possesses u counts for it * 

as W. If the totality in question is "good university teacher'*, 

'^having^ a doctorate^ ha^ negative relevance wl^le **liked by 

V f . \ 

students" has positive relevance, ^ 

Given two relevant properties, one is more central' to W 

> than the other if and only if the fact that i^ has Cj^ counts more 

toward taking it as W than the fact that has C2 counts for its being 

W. As stated, both £'s are taken as havii^ positive relevance; but 



both could have negativil relevance or be o£ mixed relevance. ^ 

• ■ ■ • -r. • • ■ •" . ■ • 

pentrality, thus,' 'is a matter of degree of relevance. . ▼ 

* ■ * ' , » •> 

. The nbtions of relevance dnd centrality provide a basis for 

• . '.• . ■ c • , 

developing product-free pedagogical hypptheses. ^e, independent 
variables are the parts of the whole while the dependent variables 
are the wholes thesiselvea • \ These product-'free pedagogical hypoth- 

- ) ■ •: 

eses explain contrlhutloti . , 

' ' One. last point of ^ methodology is noteworthy. One might claim 
that what has been said thus far is Incompl^^ in that so far only 
the parts ^as individual elements have been mentioned. But what 
of tke relationship betwefen parts? -Is this not another structural 
component of totality? A rose window is^uite central to being 
Gothic. But some rose windows will contribute more to a strvctuce* 
being counted as a ^ good exemplification of Gothicness than will . 
Other rose windows* Rose windows are part of the defining charac- 



teristics of Gothicness; but all Gothic structures are not of 
equal worth. Aesthetic analyses will have to take into account 
relationships as well as elements. (Note, the question of good 

t 

teaching may be better seen as a problem in aes^thetics rather 

thsn ethics.) ' # \ 

w4 could\>erf orm a kind of conceptual clarification of one^s 



ideas about good teaching using the above notions of relevance ' 
and centrality Given a list? of teacher characterist^ics a person 
. considers important, we could further examine them *f or their rele-- 
vance and centrality, thus clarifying one's ideas aboutN^eaching, 



• But laore ii^ortantly, rather than having "to. know the specif ic 

• ■ • 

effects caused or prbducedl by a given teacher "characteristic to 

% i 

t 

determine whether it is a characteristic of good teaching, we 
can, using this method^ determine what this characteristic cpntrlb- 
utes to a global teaching type. The cluster concepts as well as 
th^ir relevance weightings would h4ve to be detemdned for each 
tinpe of pedagogy identified by Broudy. 

What this amounts to is the construction of a different 
kind of pedagogical h3rpothesis. As noted in Section V, the 
product-procegs paradigm required hypotheses which had independent 
teacher- variables and dependent student-variables. The alter- 
native paradigm Requires hyjiotheses with teacher characteristics 
as independent variables and^ teaching wholes aa dependent variables 

4 ' 

1 ^ 

Once- the defining conditions are explicated (or at least 

beginning to emerge)' so we could dfilianit the extension of each 

' J? 
type, the rules of combination could be hypothesized. That is, 

what are' the proper relationships between the elements of heuria- 
tic teaching; i.e., what is good heuristic teaching? 

The solutions to both the definition problem and the relation- 
ship problem would I think involve nKsre than philosophical analy- 
sis. Empirical questions are also involved. What are thought 
to be good^ examples of teaching would have to be studied — just 
as good examples of architecture are s'tudied. Video tapes, etc., 

would be of ujse here. But rather than trying to find causally 

id 

reactive elements of teaching, .one would look for the most central 



ecmtrlbutlt^ elex^'nts* Itoreovlsr »^by knoirlng these » one would be 
in a pidsltic^ to raise < (questions about hcsw our students ^re' better 
prepared* to t^ch. * - iT' * * 

_^ ■ ■• f • ' ' ^ 

One QOght fear^th^ this toethod circular; we use certain ^ 



criteria ta select good examples of , say, touristic teaching and 

then proceed to toalyze out these very criteria. ThlSifear can 

be shown to be ungrounded, however, by the assus^tlon c^contrlb- 

utof^ methods. Firstly, the totality ^s always gi;eater than the 

sum of the parts'. There is nothing metaphysical in this beyond 

the point xhat in addition to the parts there are their relation-* 

# 

» . . • ■ ■ 

ships ^ich. atue also constitutive of the totality. Secondly, 

it seAns to be th^tcase that human beings can perceive wholes l 

without perceiving the parts thereof. We come to like the building 

before we are actually aware of 't^e parts. At times it takes 

a competent architect to explain to us why we like a certain building 

or house. Likewise it is assimied that heuristic teaching can ^^e 

judged on the whole with its specifics remaining unjudged.. 

One very important consequence of this way of viesring teaching 

is that one of the frustrations of the caiisal strategy is overcome: 

it is expected that no one characteristic or set of characteristics 

will be causally necessary in producing learning. One could find 

several effective teachers who have very little in common that is 

significantly different from other less^ effective teachers. 

Poor architecture will still have doors^ windows, etc.; yet good 
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exaxsp].es ' of Gothl^ anS Roman building have little in coraodn. 
What is different between good and not so good teachers is not 
on this i&odel to )>e found in looking at which characteristic? ' 
. ^ood teachers have and poor teachers lack; rather, the difference 
is to be found in what* each characteristic' present contributes 
to the whole. The quality of the whole is not a su^ of the quality 
of the parts • Moreover » teacher evaluation becon^s a matter of 
how well a particular person exemplifies* a particular forta in * 
a partictxiar situation* 

VII. Evaluation of the Product--Free Process Paradigm 

The suggested alternative to the px<ocess-pf oduct paradigm 
is actually a strategy for developing independent variables for 
pedagogical h^j^potheses. But now it should be asked how this 
strategy compares with those mentioned above. As noted « the product 
process paradigm assumes teacher effects are stable across tiime. 
This assumption is irrelevant to the construction of product- 
free pedagogical hypotheses- It is^ however, relevant to testing 
for the effects of the teaching types upon various Icinds of 
students. The second assumption is that peacher effects are gener- 



alizable across settings. Again, this assu4gption is not direclly 
relevant tb the paradigm* ^ ^ 

The third and fourth assumptions are, however, directly . 
relevant. The assumption that the frequency of teacher behavior 
is the most slgn^icant aspect , of teaching is explicitly rejected. 
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One cannot look only at n^st^ frequent elements in doing contrib- 



utory analyses. The paf^s in relatiopships are the mo^t signifl-'' 

cant aspect of teaching. The fourth assuoiption, « chat the causaX 

• • • * 

direction is from teacher to^tudent, is rejected. In heuristics; 



for exaxople, there is a causal Intef^ctiofK between teacher and 
student. The proper stoves for a heuristic teacher are detenulned 
by the moves made by students « Once could not. study heiirlstlc 
teaching independently qf ^at the students are doing. 

The product-free paradigm offers an advantage over the 
cultu^e-of-the-school paradigm in that it focuses upon certain 
kinds or instances of teaching which it takes to be more signifi-«4 
cant for research than other kinds' or instances. T^e culture-of- ^ 
the78chool does not discriminate between classrooxos worth studying.- 

and those that are not. ' 

^ ■ 

Finally y the student mediating paradigm*^oes not improve 
our assumptions about the teacher though it does add tdj what is 
involved in the total pedagogical relationship, ^t may turn out 
that this paradigm can be incorporated into t?he product-free 
paradigm* The present paper will not explore the possibility. 
^ In an earlier paper I argued that it was a mistake to attempt 

to evaluate particular teachers in terms of the'^partlcular pepple 

29 , 30 

being taught. A second, paper commented that the use of intact 

classropms without estTtaating the number of children therein 

with student .j^urposes may be quite inappropriate. Both papers 
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argiied from different perspectives that It Is misleading to 
view teaching as the ultlniate cause of learxilxig. It was feared 
teachers would too quickly resort to coercion and/ or arti- 
ficial rewards to get children to becosi/ students. 

The present proposal being about gaier^llzed teachltlg forms- 
J • * ■ * 

cannot lt> seems avoid the question of effects upon children's 

purposes and learning/ Drawing from the second paper mentioned 

abov^y we expect that a teaching fomt will produce not learning 

but the conditions for learnings It is an exapirlcal qi^estion as 

I 

to the effects of, say^ heurls tics on children. Does it inspire 

theifi s<S that they become students? Doeis it work better in some 

^ • , , ... ^ • 

situations than in others?. When is. didactics more appropriate? 
I do not ' tMnk that these questions are answered simply by reference 
to "objectives" or«"goals^^ All three must be heild accountable 
l^or their ability to create or^destroy Stxident purposes. It is 
probably more correct to see both instructional objectives and 
dif f erent^inds of stulient purposes as being the determiners of . 
which teacher type is apprdprlajte. But it is open as to how the 
teachi^rAtypes are' best evaluated. ^ 

■ • 1 ' ^ • ' ■ ' ■ ■ . ■ . . . 

This paper ^^ggests that reseanbh on teaching Is a tandem . 

. ' i ■ ' • ' 

process: an analysis of part to whole relationships which 
constitute identifiable global types of teaching; on the other 
hand,-' the caused effects of each type u{5on children must also be 
analyzed, I hope that one can now see that the method of basic 



■ - ■ / 

27 : J 



26 



eaqilrldsm Is not going to be able^to produce a more cooqilete view 
or theory of teaching. There are some undenlablcKloglca^Kmtolog*- 
Ixial questions about teaching which philosophy of educatj|On is 
better eqxiipf>ed to answer than Is a narrowly^ conceived enqylrlcsia. 
VIII* Teacher Evaluation ' ' . 

I 

There is a further consequence of the product-free paradigm 
which should be considered* Our ^conception of teacH^fn^^hould 
be such as to allow -iis to "see" what is involved in teacher 
"evaluation. Tlys paradigm or blueprint developed here does provid*e 
such illucmination. 

To evaluate an object (a bookV teacher, theory > pflnci]^x£^ 
principal, et'^c.) is basically a master of comparing it to some 
st^dard or set of criteria. -TIus involves establishing ^at 
proserties. are rendered by the criteria being relevant to the 
evaluation of the object. Such properties are called in. the liter- 
ature "good-making" or "bad^-making" characteristics (though 
"better-making" an4 "worse-making" are probably more descriptive 
of actual evaluations) . One then examines the object of eval^ 
uatlon to see if it pqlssesses these characteristics in such a 
fashion that warr^tsits b^lng considered acdeptable, adequate, 
better than another object of that kind, and so forth. In the . 
case ©f a categorical property we ask whetheir the obj ect of the 
evaluation (the evaluandum) possesses the property. If - the projfferty 
is continuous then we ask whether the evaluandum possessed it in 
sufficient degree. # ' ^ 
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From discussion thus far it is transparent that there*^are 
two aspects involved in the tsse of standards, or as one could 
say, two afipscts o£ competent evaltiation. One most both know which 

I . ' ■ ■ • 

Standards are appropriate and be able to apply these i& particular 
situations, ^^up, there^ is a klnd^of theory-practice separation 
in evaluatioi^* Errors in evaluation could occur in either (a) 
the use of inappropriate standards^ or the misapplication of 
standards. The latter is im>re ^npirical while the former is 
more philosophical in nature. 

The question of how td evaluate faculty is thus a question of_ 
how to (a) find or build standards or criteria to be used to assess 
the worth of Individual, facility members, and (b) utilize these 
criteria in specific xases or instances; It is the first of these 

problems \^th which we shall be concerned. 

^ r ■ • / • 

Of course, evaluation is fairly straii^htf orward^ though not 

necessarily simple, when the criteria are established.; but which 

characteristics of the total possible set of^ characteristics a 

■ ^ s 

thing ^ssesses are the good- and bad-making ones? In a practi- 
cal educational context, the issu^ is usxially one of choosing between 
various competing sets of proposed criteria. But: again, how Is 
this reasonably done? It is well-known .that observation and rdting 
systems tend to incorporate teacher characteristics which (1) 
correlate poorly with student achievement measures^ — except for 
poissibly "clarity of presentation" and "knowledge of subject 
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matter", and (2) reflect the values or biases of their writer 
rather than vhat we know about teaching. How can one ptut together 
a more objective rating system? This is to ask how one can 
deterioiine which faculty characteristics are admissive to the 
evaluation process. V ** 

The *pro3 lest of criterial adaiss^ilit'y is the logical pToblem 
of what cptmts as an adequate justification of cr^eria or standards 
for assessing the worth of an object. If one were to propose 
•or hypothesize that property is a characteristic of good teaching, 
and is the)refore a criterion- of good teaching, how would we go. 

about accep'ting or rejecting ^ this claim? , 

'I . ' 

If we knew the components of didactic, heuristic , and philetic 
teaching I the appropriaten^s of each teaching type given specific 
curricula and sttidents, then we would know the criteria relevant 
for the evaluation of teaching. We would know how to construct 
rating scales, etc., which would talce the right factojrs into 
account. ' . s 

As is often pointed* out, when evaluators use a rating form 
to assess a teacher's perfo^r^jartice^ there is a tendency to rat^ a 
particular characteristic on the basi^ of one's overall judg merit 
about the person as teacher;^ This point may seen to cut against 
*^he method of analysis being considered. From my experience 
quite -^the opposite seems true. If one were schooled in contribu- 
tory methodology, I would predict a decrease in the tendency to 

\ 
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allow one's overall opiiilons of the person to influence the 
rating of Individual characteristics. But this remains to be 
' seen. 

^ But eqiially important » we would begin to see hdv the data 
generated from student opinions about the quality of teaching 
should be used— as well as hew not to upe them. Client-satisfaction 
data are, it seems, often misused- by faculty. It would be a' mistake 
to adjust one's teaching solely on the bases of client-satisfaction 

■ ■ ■ > 

responses. This is not to say that such data are useless; they 
obviously are not. V4$ut how ^re they best: placed? 

♦ 

Consider the teacher who' wants to teach students to be 
philosophers or at least to be philosophic about education* He 
or she engages in. a heuristio form of teaching: Perhaps the students 
have only known didactic. teaching. They may well be negative in 
their responses. If the faculty mesibeir adjusts performance solely 
in terms of these responses, he or she may well be im>ved into the 
didactic mode — ^especially if both faculty member and st^sdents 

are unaware of the' heuris^ics-^didactics distinctio^. 

* . - • 

This example suggests the need for exploring the possibility 

o^ providing some pre teaching in whlth students would become 

aware of the different teaching forms as well 4s when each fork 

31 ^ 
is the appropriate one- Students should be made intelligent 

consumers of teaching. The 0I& point that education is learning ^ 

how to learn can be fortified by addipg that this linvolves 

learning how to learn from teaching. 
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